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the international court of JuStice’S 
treatment of “SuStainable Development”  
anD implicationS for argentina v. uruguay
by Lauren Trevisan*
The	International	Court	of	Justice	(“ICJ”)	gave	the	concept	of	“sustainable	development”	its	first	thorough	airing	in	1997	 in	 its	 decision	 concerning	 the	Gabcikovo-Nagy-
maros	Project.1	In	this	decision	and	all	others	to	date,	however,	
the	ICJ	has	stopped	short	of	treating	sustainable	development	
as	a	core	adjudicatory	norm.2	The	pending	Pulp Mills on the 































be	 taken	 into	 consideration,	 and	 such	new	standards	
given	proper	weight,	not	only	when	states	contemplate	
new	activities	 but	 also	when	 continuing	with	 activi-
ties	begun	in	the	past.	This	need	to	reconcile	economic	













environmental	 law	 and	 the	 legal	 implications	 of	 sustainable	
development	that	it	left	open	in	the	Gabcikovo-Nagymaros	deci-
sion.15	On	October	2,	2009	the	Court	heard	final	oral	arguments	



















“general	 international	 law.”	This	case,	 therefore,	 is	an	oppor-
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